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THIS REPORT CONCERNS

The application of a special measurement technique designed to

differentiate submarine candidates from other naval groups, and suc-

cessful candidates from those who are unsuccessful.

IT IS FOR THE USE OF .....

Researchers in psychometrics, medical officers and psycholo-

gists concerned with research on the assessment of submarine candi-

dates, and to a lesser extent, those concerned with similar problems in-

volving special duty groups throughout the Department of Defense.

THE APPLICATION FOR SUBMARINE MEDICINE.....

Will be in the follow-up research prompted by this study in the

development of pencil -and -paper measures of personal and social adjust -

ment characteristics, which may be related to success inthe submarine

force.

Issued by the Naval Medical Research Laboratory

For Official Use



ABSTRACT

This report is the third of four reports in connection with re-

search on the problem: "The reliability and validity of the assessment

interview as a sc'reening and selection technique in the submarine

service."

The application of a special measurement technique which in-

volves the double administration of a set of words or phrases in tHe

frames of reference of, first, submariners, and second, the respondent'L

own self-picture, is investigated. Responses to items of the instrument

by 1125 submarine candidates are analyzed for differences between these

and the responses of two other naval groups, namely, recruits and re-

ceiving station personnel; for reliability; and finally, for validity in terms

of the immediate criterion of graduation from Submarine School.

The findings show that submarine candidates are differentiated

from the other naval groups in the significantly greater coincidence of

aspects of their self-picture with those of their stereotype of a sub-:

mariner. While most of the items are reliable, the present instrument

does not differentiate those successfully graduated from those disquali-

fied temperamentally, physically, or academically.
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THE INTERVIEW:

III. Aids to the !nterview - The Submariner Stereotype

"INTR•ODUCTION

The Submariner Stereotype is an inventory specially designed

for use in connection with the screening and assessment of enlisted

candidates for the submarine service. Items included in the present

exploratory form were drawn from another study conducted at New

London during the summer of 1950, and from the project director's

experience during World War II as a line officer in the submarine ser-

vice. In the previous study, all members of the crews of two submarines

were interviewed to find out what they considered were the qualities of

a good submariner and what they liked to see in their shipmates.

The inventory, (see Appendix A, The Submariner Stereotype) is

composed of 40 items. Each item is a descriptive word or combination

of words to which the respondent is asked to react. On the first admini-

stration, the respondent is asked to indicate byhis choice of two responses

to each item (are or are niot) what he thinks submariners are or are not

like. On a second administration, he is asked to indicate byhis response

what he thinks he himself is or is not like.

Two precautions are taken to reduce the effect of memory on the

responses given on the second administration. First, a time lag of one

to three days intervenes between the two administrations. Second, the

items are presented in reverse numerical order on the second adminis-

tration.

To illustrate the procedure, Item 3 on the first administration

is "overnaid". The respondent checks on the line before the item if he

thinks submariners are overpaid. He checks on the line following the

item if he thinks submariners are not overpaid. On the second administra -

tion, this item appears as Item 38. The respondent checks before the

* Crissy, W.J.E. and Willmon,T.L.,Prediction of Performance of Enlist-
ed Stibmarine Personrnel, An Investigation of Existing "Predictor" and
"Criterion" Measures in Two Atlantic Fleet Submarines, October 1950.

-7-



item if he thinks he is overpaid and after the item if he thinks he is not

overpaid. Finally, after the respondent has answered all forty items on

the occasion of each administration, he then goes back over his choices

and circles the numbers of five items that seem to him to be the most

important. For example, a respondent might encircle Item 32, "brave",

as most important in a submariner. On the second administration, he

might also encircle Item 9, "brave", indicating that he thinks brave is

a most important aspect of himself.

The name Submariner Stereotype was given to this instrument

because the respondent, in a sense, constructs a stereotype of what he

thinks a submariner is like. The present exploratory hypothesis under-

lying its use is that the submariner is characterized by the coincidence

of aspects of his self-picture with his stereotype of a submariner.

A second hypothesis, in line with the premises of the first, follows for

the role of the items considered most important either in submariners

or in himself: That is, aspects of either the self-picture or the stereo-

type which are deemed important represent more critical areas of

adjustment than areas represented by the other items.

PUR POSE

The project director has long been interested in the possibility

of measuring aspects of personality with paper-and-pencil testing tech-

niques. The limitations and shortcomings of the more traditional kinds

of inventories scarcely need enumeration here.

One of the most recurrent problems has been the conscious or

unconscious slanting of responses in accordance with what the respond-

ent believes to be the expected or desirable answers. Various procedures

have been suggested and employed for correcting this effect. The sec-

ond rather pervasive criticism has centered on the fundamental problem

of the experimental validity bf such tests. .
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A possible remedy for the former limitation and improvement

of the latter shortcoming was suggested in the development of a testing

instrument and sitUation in which the respondent would be asked to indi-

cate, first, what he considers a desirable incumbent to be like or not

like, and then keeping the items constant, to indicate what he considers

himself to be like or not like. Using this procedure, it would seem

reasonable to suppose that slanting effect, per se, would not be a signi-

ficant factor because the concern is not with anya priori scoring or key-

ing of the items. In other words, the crucial feature is nothomogeneity

of replies to keyed items. Instead, it is consistency of replies between

what the respondent thinks an incumbent is like or not like and what he

thinks he himself is like or is not like, whatever the view or picture of

the incumbent is. Thus, it might be hypothesized that the higher the

consistency score between self-picture and picture of the incumbent,

the better the subsequent adjustment in that role.

Since the rationale and methodology involved in the construction

and analysis of such an instrurment are new, their application in the Sub-

mariner Stereotype is an exploratory venture. As yet, its use, zeliability

and validity have not been checked. This phase of the general investiga-

tion, therefore, was designed to evaluate the utility of the Submariner

Stereotype as an instrument in the screening and assessment of enlist-

ed candidates for submarine service. With empirical data to -guide its

use, the interviewers may scan it to determine areas of inquiryto pursue

in the interview with a given candidate. With refinement and expansion,

it might become a scorable test in its own right. In the service of the

major objective, exploration of the appropriate kinds of analyses of

such data, in line with the aforementioned rationale, might demonstrate

potential utility. of this approach in measurement practice generally.



PROCEDURE

The Submariner Stereotype forms of .1125 candidates processed

at the Naval Medical Research Laboratory, Subrmrine Base, New London, .

during the period September 1950 to September 1951 were used for the

present study. To interpret the data on the submarine candidates, the

Submariner Stereotype was also administered to two different Navy

groups: (a) Four-hundred eighty non-selected enlisted men passing

through the U. S. Naval Receiving Station, Brooklyn, New York, in Decemn-

ber 1951 ;and(b) Five -hundred recruits at the US. NavaI raining Center,

Bainbridge, Maryland, in September-October 1951. Analysis was made

by contrasting prospective submariners' responses, item by item,admini -

stration by administration, with the responses of the recruits and the

receiving station personnel.

The present scoring of the Stereotype for all groups involves

simply the determination of an overall consistency score, i.e., the num-

ber of items among a total of 40 items on which the respondent was in

agreement as to self-picture and submariner-picture.

Since each person responds to each item twice, once in a frame

of reference for himself, and secondly in a frame of reference for sub-

mariners in general, there are nine possible combinations of responses

to each item between the two forms. (Failure to respond is included as

a type of response.) Accordingly, item analysis involved the assignment

of a numeric code from one to nine to each combination of response on

the two forms for each item, as follows:

Response Submariners Submariners No response
are are not

I am 2 3

l am not 4 5 6

No response 7 8 9

1 The investigators wish to thank responsible personnel at USN Training
Center, Bainbridge, Maryland, and at USN Receiving Station, Brooklyn,
New York, for their kind cooperation in making these cases available
for the study.
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It is noted that the combinations 1, 5, and 9 on the diagonal represent

combinations of response possibilities which are defined as "consistent"

in the rationale of the instrument and its scoring.

To determine the reliability of the Submariner Stereotype, a

group of 109 submarine candidates, who had been given the stereotype

as part of the initial processing during the period March-April 1952,

were retested on 29 May 1952 upon graduation from the U. S. Naval

Submarine School. Analysis of reliability involved several problems:

(1) General index of reliability of the "I am" form;

(2) General index of reliability of the "Submariners are" form;

(3) General index of reliability of the "consistency score", as a
function of the reliabilities in (1) and (2) above;

(4) Reliability of each item;

(5) Reliability of each item cited as important.

To determine the validity of the questionnaire, in the most im-

mediate sense, records, of the 1125.submarine candidates were examin-

ed to identify those individuals in the groupwho had completed Submarine

School successfully, and those who had been disqualified physically,

temperamentally, and academically. The overall data we're broken down

and reanalyzed in terms of these four -groupings.
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RESULTS

A. Comparison of the-Responses of Submarine Candidates with the Re-
sponses of the Receiving Station Personnel and the Recrilits.

The three groups of naval personnel involved in the study of the

Submariner Stereotype may be described by the summary of character-

istics set forth in Table I below:

Table 1.- Modal Age, Pay Grade, and Educational Level of Submarine
Candidates, Receiving Station Personnel and Recruits*'

Character- Submarine Receiving
istics . Candidates Station Recruits

Personnel

Age 20 or younger 21-25 -20 or younger

Pay-Grade SA, FA, TA SN, FN, TN SR, FR, TR
(Second) (Third) (First)

Educational -

level *l2th grade, 12th grade 12th grade

Derived from information obtained from a 'paraliel 'study, "The
Interview: II. Aids to the Interview -. The Confidential
Questionnaire."

Summarized in Appendix B, Table 1, are the basic data indicat-

ing the percentage of respondents in each group who answered the items

comprising the Submariner Stereotype in each of the nine possible ways.

Examination of this table for comparison of the prospective submariners'

responses item by item with the responses of receiving station person-

nel and recruits reveals both similarities and differences between the

groups.
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To facilitate the presentation of these similarities and differ-

ences, Table 2 below 'has been derived from the data ini Appendix B,

Table 1. It shows the items whichi were responded-t nv-I~Swy

by given percentages of respondents in -each naval- group.

Table 2. MaUnner aind percentage range of, respondents 
on items of the Subumriner

Sterotype for SubnarimO School caindidates, Receiving station 
Personnel

and Recruits

Response~ Pecnag umaie Receivin~gStation Reoruiti

TypeV. Vg aniae Personnel-

*1 an"-. 90-100 HadWresHard workers

and clean Clean Clean

*Subaariners-Gnsu
are' Fond of liberty Fond of liberty Tpgnd of liberty

Reliable Reliable Reliable
Alert Alert Alert

Prompt
Natural
Good pals Good pals

80-89 Bright Hard workers Prompt
Good mixers NaturalNaul

-Proud Proud
savvy Good pals

70-79 strong Generous' Generous
Brave Promnpt Brave
Humorous Proud Humorous

Studious Good mixers

"PI, am not"-- 90-100 Easily upset

-and 
Overpaid-

"Subme riners
are not" 80-89 Gripers Overpaid Overpaid

70-79 Reckless Easily Upset

Dreamers Gripers

WIam"-- 2- Shy -shy Sby

and Dreamers Dreamers

*submariners 
Thrifty -ThrirtW

are not"m  Modest Modest
Silent silent
Regulation
Easily upset

"Iam not"-- 50-59 Fighters Fighters
and Tough

*Submarners are"
4,0.49 Good mechanics Good mechanics Good mechanics

Looked up to Looked up to
Tough Cocky Rough
Fighters
L~dies' man

- 30-39 Good Teachers Good Teacohers Good Teachers

Rough Rough
Brave Lookred up to

Gamblers



Inspection of the data on the first response type, "'I am-Sub-

mariners are", indicate s/that Submarine School candidates have more

it-esxdi whk-lN-thty -a-ree for submariners and for themselves than

either of the other two naval groups; At the same time, however, it is

noted that both the receiving station personnel and the recruit group

make the first type of responses on some items which are common to

those chosen by the Submarine School candidates- -reliable, alert, clean,

fond of liberty, etc. In other words, there does not seem to be sharp dif-

ferences between the three naval groups with regard to the elements

they consider as comprising the submariner stereotype and their self-

picture.

When attention is directed to the items on which the percentage

range of respondents is 90-100 per cent for theSubmarine School candi-

dates, it is observed that the choices may be judged to reflect two gene-

ral characteristics, namely, qualities needed to be a good crew member

and qualities needed to be a good shipmate. Reliable, alert, prompt,

hard workers, seem to comprise the cluster for qualities of a good

crew member, and clean, generous, natural, good pals, fond of liberty,

appear to represent qualities of a good shipmate. These qualities

also appear to be reflected in the responses of the other two groups in

the same percentage range of respondents, but there are fewer items

in the clusters. These qualities may, therefore, be regarded as appli-

cable to enlisted men's roles throughout the Navy, rather than as ones

peculiar to the submarine service.

As in the case of the response type, ."I am-Submariners are",

so in the case of the type,"I am not-Submariners are not", the sub-

marine candidate group shows agreement on more items than does either

of the other, two naval groups. However, the smaller number of items

in the second response category may be an artifact of the total array of

items in the Submariner stereotype itself, rather than a manifestation
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of any psychological factor in the choices of response. The items so

chosen seem to reflect undesirable pe rsonal characteristics--easilyup.

set, gripers, reckless, etc., except for the single item, o With

regard to the latter, it is interesting to note that none of the other groups

considers submariners overpaid.

Now, in connection with the next two types of responses, "I am-

Submariners are not", and"I am-Submariners are", it is noted first

that both involve deviation rather than consistency between the self-

picture and the submariner stereotype. It might be conjectured that

in these areas of response, qualitative differences in response pattern

might be found distinguishing the prospective submariner fromthe othe!r

two groups.

In the case of the response type, "Iam-Submariners are not",

it is observed that the highest percentage of respondents is only 30 per

cent. A sizable proportion of Submarine School candidates (20-30 per

cent) reflect a deviation of self-picture from submariner picture on the

two items, . and drean-•er5s, both of which may be considered of a

personality characteristic' kind. Each of the other two naval groups

shows this sizable proportion of agreement on a larger number of

items--thrifty, modest', silent, in addition to §1,. It is noted that most

of these are also of the personality characteristic type.

Interpretation of the results on this response type seems to be

clarified if made in conjunction with that on the other "deviant" type of

response, "I am not-Submariners are". It is observed that the per-

centage of respondents extends to a higher range (59 per cent) for all

three naval groups. In particular, there is substantialagreement through-

out the three naval groups on the feeling that submariners are good

mechanics, good teachers, lookedIp to, fighters, rough and tough, but

that they themselves are not so described. One might speculate that

these items reflect the stereotype of a submariner as a male hero-fig-

- 15 -



ure. This notion is strengthened when the items, shyand dreamers, are

remembered from the previous paragraph as descriptive of some candi-

sthemselves, but not of submariners in general. In other words,

absence of shyness and dreaminess also characterizes the male hero-

figure. Perhaps modesty is operating in these cases in the inability to

admit heroic qualities In themselves. Cultural conditioning, then, may

be a possible explanation.

Thus far, analysis and interpretation has been made in terms of

modalities of response to various items. Still another facet of analysis

maybe made,namely, interms of sizable differences (defined arbitrari-

ly as 15-30 per cent) between the submarine candidates and each of the

other naval groups in percentages of respondents for each combination-

of response. Table 3 has been derived from Appendix B, Table I and

summarizes the results in this way.

Examination of Table 3 reveals that the submarine candidate

group shows larger percentages of respondentswho indicated "I am-Sub-

mariners are" on the items, good teachers, studious and -savvy, than do

Table 3.- Item on the Submriner Sterotype showing sizable percentage differenss
of respondents (15-30 per cent) between the Submarine Candidates (SC) and
Reoceving Station personnel (RS) and Recruite (R).

Response larger Percentage in SC group Smiler Petrcentae in SC ArM
Type SO vs BE SC va R SC v RS SC we R

I em- Strong Drinklin wen
Submariners Bright Spenders

are Brave
Good teachers Good teachers
Good mixers
Fighters
Studious Studious
Silent
Regulation
Tough
Humoroue
Modest

Pro.pt
Savvy Savoy
Good looking

I am not- Drinking isn Good teachers
Submariners Dreemers Men's men

are not Gandlers Tough
Griper. Good looking
Easily upset Sasily upoet

I aa- Modest
Submzarin&rs Silent

are not Easily upset Regulation

I am not- Brave
Submarine•r Cooky

are

-16 -



both other naval groups. The candidate group is distinguished from the

receiving station group on twelve additional items as listed in Table 3.

In general, these additional items are all of the personal and social

characteristics type. The submarine candidate group is differentiated

from the receiving station group on 'two additional items within this re -

sponse type, namely, drinking men and spenders. Significantly, fewer

submarine candidates think of these two items as characterizing them-

selves and submariners.

With regard to the response type, "I am not-Submariners are

not", only one item, easily upset, differentiates submariners from both

groups. As in the case of the first respons'e type, so here, there are

several additional items, which distinguish submarine candidates from

receiving station men, namely, drinking men, dreamers, gamblers,

gripers, good teachers, men's men, tough and good looking. Onthe first

four items, submarine candidates show greater percentages, and on the

latter four, smaller percentages. Seemingly, the trend is in line with

that of the foregoing discussion, namely, more submarine candidates

indicate that undesirable personality characteristics are not applicable

to submariners and themselves. Conversely, fewer of the submarine

candidate group, than of the receiving station group, indicate seemingly

desirable characteristics are not applicable to submariners and them-

selves.

With regard to the response type, "I am-Submariners are not",

the candidate group is not differentiated on any of the items from the

recruit group. On only three items, modest,: silent and easil upset, is

the submarine candidate group differentiated from the receiving station

group. The prospective submariners show smaller percentages of re-

sponse in each instance. Only the item easily upset seems to have inherent

significance; fewer submarine candidates think of themselv4s as easily

upset compared with the receiving station group. Inview of the presurned

stressful demands of the submarine service,, it is interesting to note that
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the candidates' self-picture coincides with this critical requirement.

Finally, with respect to. the response type, "I am not-Sub-

mariners are", there is differentiation between the submarine candi-

date group and the receiving station group on only two items, brave

and coc__ y, and between the prospective submariners and the recruits

on only one item, regulation. In each instance, the percentage of the

submarine candidate group is smaller thanthe others. One might specu-

late that in each instance this is a manifestation of less submissiveness

on the part of prospective submariners.

Now it will be recalled that the respondents were asked to en-

circle the five items they considered most important in submariners and

in themselves. Appendix B, Tables 2 and 3, respectively, summarize

these data for each of the three naval groups. To facilitate the discussion,

those items have been excerpted from these tables whichwere encircled

most often and least often as most iniportant in self-picture and in sub-

nmriners, and are presented in Table 4,

Table 4. - Items judged most important most often and least often in both
submariners and self-picture by the Submarine Candidates (SO),
Receiving Station personnel (RS), and Recruits (R).

Form Degree of
Frequency SC % RS % R %

Submariners MoBt Reliable 74 Reliable 47 Reliable 44
often Alert 63 Alert 51 Alert 57

Clean 42 Clean 45 Clean 37
Hard workers 40 Hard workers 36 Hard workers 39
Good pals 34 Good mechanics 34 Good mechanics 32

Least Spenders 1 Spenders 2 Spenders I
often Dreamers 1 Dreamers 1 Dreamers I

Gamblers I Gripers 2 Gripers I
Shy 0 Shy 1 Generous 1
Good looking 0 Good looking I Good looking I

Ladies men I

Selves Most Reliable 74 Reliable 64 Reliable 63
often Clean 66 Clean 64 Clean 70

Hard workers 53 Hard workers 58 Hard workers 66
Alert 48 Alert 32 Alert 41
Prompt 32 Prompt 26 Prompt 26

.4
Least Dreamers I Reckless 1 Reckless 1
often Rough 1 Cocky 1 Rough 1

Good looking 1 Good looking 0 Gripers 1
Shy 0 Rough 0 Shy 0
Tough 0 Tough 0 Tough •0
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It is observed from Table 4 that in the" case 'of items judged

most important in submariners most often, the ýsubmarine candidate

grouip shows greater agreement, as one might expect,- than the other

two. naval .groups, but on virtuaily identical items-reliable, alert,

clean and hard workers. -These items, it is remembered, are among

those on which" submarinerS show greatest consistency of re'sponse be-

tween self-pictue and submariner ,sterty-pe, en-4 whichiw•re classi-
fied as descripti ve of a- -bood crew 'menbdr; nd a good shipmate.

Further, absolutely'identical° items- ae .chosen "byy members of
the three naval groups as important in themse!res-- eliable clean,

hard wor:kers, a-l6rt and - pp and there is-.li~tle, if any, difference

in their degree of agreement on these° It woult 2eem, therefore, that

the elements deenmed.-of importance by Al-1thr6e groups -in both sub-

mariners and -in themselves:over-lap to a greateýxtent,- -reliab:le, alert
clean and -hard workers. Of.the items insted on the present fore, these

particular items. ;the ref~r a be; 'bdnside red mxost important in th e

descrptidai of• 6nlisted f'man'-s rle•stelavt general!kj. hi- ,aIlddition,
however, there is-,a tendencyas Aexe~inified by •th 34 per,-cent" o sb.e .r-ie ' o'f s ub-

marine candidates who did so, for prQspective submariners to empha-
size social fact6'rsof the -ood shipsn•in sub'ria'rne r -s more .thn does

either of the other-? two naval groups.. - -

The other two groups emphasize good mechanics, as exempli-

fied by their 34 per cent frequency, while the submarine. candidates do

so to the extent of 25 per ceit. This tendency is furthir s-trengthened

by the observation from Appendix B, Table 2, that submarine candidates

empha-size next most frequently, good mixers,6,..the extent of 28 per

cent. Consequently, the only diffe rentiaýting ingredien-tbetween the sub-
ma riner candidates and the other navaI groups ,ith-re ga d-;to the itemsencircledgroupsmporta"t rn y-e "j -he it"ems

encircled most important rTay ýe this somewhat greater weighting of

social factors.
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In contrast, with regard to the items' judged most important

least frequently, there is less similarity in choice among the three

groups for both submarinerand self-pictures. However, inthis instance,

the percentages of respondents are so small that the results may be

considered more a function of sampling fluctuation than indicative of

psychological differences between the three naval groups. On the basis

of the data available, the items least often considered important in sub-

mariners--spenders, dreamers and good-looking, would appear to be

personal characteristics irrelevant to the major important qualities,

and some of them, seemingly undesirable as well. Rough, tough and

shy, appear to receive the least emphasis by members of the three

naval groups for themselves, and are also of the personalitycharacter-

istic type.

It was hypothesized that the items judged important either in the

self-picture or submariner stereotype, would sample more criticalareas

of adjustment for each respondent than the other items. C onsequently,

it would seem pertinent to determine the degree of consistency between

submariner stereotype and self-picture on such items. To this end,

Table 5 has been derived from the data in Appendix B, Tables 2 and 3.

Table 5.- Number of items in grouped percentages -of cases
showing consistent type responses on the items
"judged important in submariner picture and self-
picture in each of the three naval groups.

Per cent of Cases
with Consistent Submariner Picture Self-Picture
Type Responses SC RPS R - SC RS R

90-100 19 10 14 21 14 11
80-90 8 5 6 5 5 11
70-80 4 6 5 5 6 5
60-70 5 10 4 1 6 3
50-60 3 4 4 5 3 8
40-50 1 1 2 2 2 0
30-40 -- 2 4 -- 0 0
20-30 1. 1 -- 1 1
10-20 -- 2 -- . 2 1
0-10 1 1 --
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The most striking observation from the data in Table 5 is that

the submarine candidates show far greater consistency on the items

which they had indicated as most important in both the submariner and

self-pictures. Also, it is noted that all three groups show greater con-

sistency of response between self-picture and submariner picture on

most items than chance alone would yield.

Still another aspect of the items deemed most important is that

of the frequency with which the identical items are chosen in both sub-

mariner and self-picture. This tabulation has been made for the sub-

marine candidate groutp alone and is set forth in Appendix B, Table 4.

Excerpted from this table below are the items which 25 per cent or

more of the submarine candidate group indicated rrost important in

both submariners and self-picture, together with the data for each

singly from Table 4.

Item Submariners Selves B oth

Reliable 74 74 64

Alert ý63 48 39

Clean 42 66 37

Hard workers 40 53 29

Apparently, there is a substantial degree of intra-individual over-lapin

the items judged important in both forms--from about 60 to 90 per cent
of those who consider these items important do so on both forms.

As yet, however, the data do not permit the acceptance or re-

jection of the hypothesis concerning the role of the items considered

most important. It does seem evident, nevertheless, that submarine

candidates see themselves more like the characteristics they view as

important in submariners; reciprocally, the characteristics they view

as important in themselves are viewed as present in submariners.

A final facet for the comparative analysis of the three naval

- 21 -



groups is that in terms of overall consistency stores, i.e., the number

of *tems on which the respondent gives identical answers on the two

administrations of the test. Iný Table 6 -are presented the rmans and

standard deviations of the consistenc scores and the critical ratios

between the mean of the submarine, candidate group and the meanr of

each of the other two naval groups.'

Table 6.- Means and standard d;via.tions of overall consist-
ency scores qon h• Subimariner Styre pe and the
critical ratios bqfween thb mean of the submarine
candidates and other navl' roups.

Naval Groups Means S.D. Critical
Ratios

Submarine Candidates SC) - 31_.132 8.48

Receiving Station
Personnel (RS) 2-7.91 4.91 (SC)and (RS) 4.81*

Recruits (R) '28.05 4.98 (SC)and (R)- 4.64*

*Significant at the *O1level

It is noted that the submarine candidate group had a higher mean

consistency score. This was fQund o be significantly greater statistical-

ly than the means of each of the'other groups. The standard deviations,

however, are all virtually the same.

It would seem, therefore, that in terms of differentiating these

three naval groups, the consistency score has potential use inthe screen-

ing and selection of submariners. Further, it may be inferred that it

provides an adequate index with which to test the basic hypothesis for,

submariners alone.

B. Reliability of the Submariner Stereotype

To determine the consistency of performance onthe Submariner

Stereotype, responses to 109 test-retest forms were compared. Analysis

of reliability was made in -terms of the reliability of each form, of each

- 22. -



item on each form, of items considered most important and finally, of

consistency scores.

Before discussion of these indices of reliability, however, it

would be well to point out a general difference which is inherent in the

reliability design employed. The particular design used, of administra-

tive necessity, is, over and above the more usual test-retest situation,

one of pre- and post-Submarine School. In other words, the more con-

ventional interpretation of reliability in terms of test-retest design is

actually ningled with the possibility of changes as a result of learning

in Submarine School rather than simple change from administration to

administration, However, to avoid undue complication of the discussion

under the exploratory purposes of the study, the nature of the interpreta -

tion of reliability will follow along the lines of the usual frame of refer-

ence. To evaluate the influence of this factor on the reliabilitywould re-

quire more data than those available.

On the 'I am" form. and the "Submariners are" form., the mean

number of item responses which remained constant was 34 items in'

both cases. In other words, a general index of 85 per cent consistency

of performance is reflected for each form of the Submariner Stereotype.

Now, to analyze reliability in ternms of the individual items,

Table 7 below has been derived fromr the basic item reliability data as

set forth in Appendix C, Table I.

Table 7.- Number of iteme and cumulative percentages of total items
for given numbers of ohanges in reepones on each form of
the Submariner Stereotype by 109 submarine candidates

Number of changes Numbers of items Cumulative
Form (maximum 109) (maximum 40) Percentage of

Total Items

Submariner 0 - 15 22 55
16 - 30 11 82
31 - 45 7 100

Self 0 - 15 16 40
16 - 30 20 90
31 - 45 4 100
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With regard to the submariner form, it would appear that 82

per cent of the items show relative stability (30 or fewer changes out

of a possible 109 changes) in response from one administration to the

next. On the other hand, 90 per cent of the items show comparable

stability on the self -pictitre form. It is noted from Appendix C, Table I

that the range of changes for the self-picture form is less (0-36) than

the range of changes on the submariner picture (0-41). Actually the

mean number of changes per item -for the "Submariners are"form is

17, and for the "I am" form, it is 18.

Now, in order to show the relative stability of individual items,

Table 8 summarizes the item reliability data fromAppendix C, Table I,

and lists the items of the Submariner Stereotype in order of decreasing

reliability.

Table S.- Total number of changes per item on the Submariner Stereotype and the percentage.
of the total changes which wore in self-picture, submariner pioture and both by
109 submarine ocndidates

Total i'tobor % of Total Changee ; of Total Changes • of Total Change.
of Changes which are Changes which are Changes which are Changes

in Self-Picture in Submariner in both Self and
Picture Submariner Picture

Reliable 2 100 0 0
Good pal(s) 4 50 25 25
Alert 6 60 20 20
Frcnpt a 50 26 25
Hard worker(s) ii 36 55 9
Ovcrpaid 11 36 36 27
iatural - 12 33 67 0
Gonerous 13 Si 54 15
Good mixmr(s) 1i 50 13 7
Sasily upset 17 59 24 1B

Fond of liberty 17 47 29 24
Clean 13 0 94 a
Griper(s) 18 44 17 39
Humerous 13 61 26 13
Good mechanis(s) 24 71 29 0
Bright 25 72 16 12
Proud 27 52 26 35
studious 30 50 17 25
Gambler(s) 31 is 61 26
Backleos 31 32 4? 26
Shy 32 56 28 16
Saery 32 66 . 25
Good teacher(s) 33 82 9 8
Cocky 34 18 B9 24
Brave 37 65 14 22
Modest 37 31 5 30
isokod up to 38 74 15 13
Bough 39 21 64 15
Strogn 40 55 30 15
Be-lation 41 16 54 32
Tough 41 34 56 to
Dreamer(.) 44 48 34 18
Ladies men 44 3k 55 14
Drinkin.g men 48 20 59 33
Thrifty 46 48 33 20
Silent 50 40 48 12
Fighter(s) 51 29 65 a
Go,! Ieaking 53 37 so 15
Spen4er(s) 57 28 47 35
Men's man 58 32 38 29

Means 30 42 40 18
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Inspection of Table 8 reveals that the mean of the total number

of changes per item is 30 changes. Of these., on the average42 percent

were changes in self-concept, 40 per cent were changes in submariner

concept, and 18 per cent refleeted changes in both concepts.

On the basis of these data, it is clear that certain items on the

Submariner Stereotype are more reliable than others. If an arbitrary

cut-off point is set at 31 changes or more on one or both forms, ten

items might be eliminated from the present experimental form. These

would be: men's men, brave, thrlf , looked k to, fighters, spenders.

regulation, drinking men rough, and go•_g. Before these items

are definitely excluded from the present form, however, it would be

well for those competent to judge to examine these items for the pre-

dominant type of change, as has been shown with the data in Appendix

C, Table 1. From this table, it is observed that on these items, these

are the predominant types of changes that occurred:

Submariner Picture

S's are--S'ers are not S'ers are not--S'ers are Both

Fighters Spenders Men's Men
Re gulation Rough
Good looking Drinking men

Self -Picture

I am- -I am-not I am not- -I am Both

B rave Thrifty
Looked up to

Clearly, most of the changes were changes in the submariner picture

rather than the self-picture. Two of these, fighters and regulation,

might be thought of as a direct result of training and the remainder,

the result of direct observation of fellow submarine candidates. On the

other hand, the changes with regard to self-picture and the almostequal

number of both types of changes inthe submariner stereotype with regard

- 25 -



to the item men's men, are suggestive of actual unreliability dye to lack

of precise understanding of what the terms mean. For example, men's

men notably presented difficulties observable during the administration

of these forms.

Anot:er aspect of the item reliabilities is that of the stability

of choices on the items considered most important. Table 9 has been

derived from the data in Appendix C, Table 2, showing the reliabilities

of the five items circled most important.

Table 9.- Re-lativo stability of items circled most important on self-
picture and subrariner picture by 109 submarine candidates.

.. of Totai Group ases of F onsistent
Submariner Reliable encircling important in importance rating on

first administration pecond administration
F f

Submariner Reliable 84 77 59 70
Alert 70 64 42 60
Hard workers 46 42 28 61
Clean 44 40 19 43
Good pals 38 35 20 53

Self Reliable 76 70 61 80
Clean_ 70 64 46 66
Hard wcrker 65 60 45 69
Alert 43 39 30 70
Prompt 28 26 14 50

From Table 9 it is observed first that the five items deemed

most important in submariners and themselves by the 109 cases of the

reliability study result in the identical ones so chosen in both instances

by the 1125 submarine candidates. Secondly, the degree of stability of

these choices ranges from 43-70 per cent for the submariner stereotype

and from 50-80 per cent for the self-picture. In general, then, the

choices of items thought most important in self-picture are more stable

than those in submariners.

A finalaspect of the reliability problem on the Submariner Stereo-
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type is that of the various consistency scores between the two administra -

tions. These consistency scores are enumerated and defined in each

instance as follows:

(a) I am 1 and I am, - the number of items on which an individual

is consistent in response from one administration of the "I am" form

to the second;

(b) Submariners arel and Submariners are2 - the number of items

on which an individual is consistent in response from one administration

of the "Submariners are" form to the second;

(c) I am 1 and Submariners are1 - the number of items on which an

individual's self-concept coincides with his submariner stereotype on

the first administration;

(d) I amz and Submariners are, - the number of items on which an

individual's self-concept coincides with his submariner stereotype on

the second administration.

It is noted that the first and second enumerated entries are consistency

scores involving the same items in the same frame of reference between

two administrations and henceforth will be called "Reliability Scores."

The third and fourth entries, on the other hand, are consistency scores

reflecting the relationship between submariner and self-picture, (dif-

ferent frames of reference),as defined earlier in the section on Proce-

dure. Thus onlythe correlationbetween the latter measures, consistency

scores between two administrations, is a test-retest reliability coefficient

in the usual sense of inter -correlation between overall scores on two

administrations of the same test. However, in this particular situation,

this would even be more a manifestation of the relative stability of the

consistency between the submariner stereotype and the self-picture,

rather than reliability of the instrument per se.

In Table 10 are presented the correlations among the various

derived reliability scores and consistency scores for each of the 109

cases.
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Table 10.- Intercorrelations among Reliability Scores and
Consistency Scores between two administrations
of the Submariner Stereotype for 109 cases

Type of Score Notation I I S S I S I S
12 12 11 22

(a) I am-- I am (I I) --- .44 .21 .39
1 2 12

(b) Submariners are- (S S) 44 -- .35 .25
1 12

Submariners are
2

(c) I am -
Submariners (1 8) .21 .35 .51

1 1

(d) Iam
Submariners are (I S) .19 .25 .51

2 2 2

From Table 10 the correlation between the consistency scores

of 109 cases on two administrations of the Submariner Stereotype is
seen tb be .51. Thus, while there is a substantialdegree of consistency
between the Submariner Stereotype and the self-picture as shown for
administrations with a seven weeks' interval, a sizable fluctuation is
reflected also. Examination of the other intercorrelations in Table 10
yields clues as to the primary source of the fluctuations. The degree
of the stability shown between self-picture and submariner picture by
the correlation .51 is seen to be associated with fewer changes in sub-
mariner concept (by the correlation .25) than in self-concept (by the
correlation .19). This trend is also borne out using the correlation be-
tween the consistency scores of the first administration( TS,) and the
two reliability scores, .35 for the submariner concept and .21 for the
self -concept. Itwouldappear, therefore, perhaps contraryto expectation,
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that the submariner stereotype is more stable than the self-concept.

Finally, it is observed that stability on each of the two types of reli-

ability scores is related to the other to the extent of .44. This may be

interpreted as a reflection of the consistency of behavior elicited by

the items with varying frames of reference, self-picture and submariner

stereotype. In this sense, it may provide a lower bound for the relative -

ly high degree of consistency shown to exist when the frame of reference

remains constant--85 per cent.

C. Validity of the Submariner Stereotype

In addition to the effectiveness of the Submariner Stereotype in

describing Submarine School candidates differentially foremen of other

naval groups, is the problem of the degree to which it elicits differen-

tial patterns of response among successful and unsuccessful submarine

candidates. Toward this validation objective, in the most immediate

sense, the data on the Submariner Stereotype for the total group of sub-

marine candidates who successfully graduated from Submarine School

were contrasted with those of 131 identified unsuccessful cases. The

data on the unsuccessful cases were broken down separately for three

major classifications:

Group I. Academic disqualifications - 32 cases who could not
pass course work or did not apply themselves.

Group II. Temperamental disqualifications - 57 cases whowere
described as temperamentally or psychologically unsuited or
unadapted for submarine duty, or no longer a volunteer.

Group III. Physical disqualifications - 42 cases who could not
pass physical standards of visual acuity and auditory acuity.

It is noted that the number of cases in each rejected groupis very small.

Therefore, the discussion and interpretation of the results must be made

with great caution. Tn the last analysis, the results may be merely sug-

gestive of possible differences.
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The complete distributions of responses to items on theSub-

mariner Stereotype for each of the three rejected groups and the total

group is included as part of Appendix D, Table 1. To facilitate the
comparison of these data, Table 11 has been derived from the basic

data there.

Table 11. -Manner end percentage range of respondents on items vf the Submariner Stereotype
for successful submarine school candidate (SSC) group, the academically disquali-
fied (AD), the temperamentally disqualified (7D), and the physically disqualified
(PD) groups

Response orcarnte SSC AD ID PD
Type Range (p94) (sss '2 ~) (N--4)
aem-- 9-100 Hard workers Hard workers Hard workers Hard workers

Clean Clean Clean Clean
Submariners Generous Generous'

Fond of liberty Fond of liberty Fond of liberty Fond of liberty
are Reliable Reliable Reliable Rellable

Alert Alert Alert Alert
Prompt Prompt Prompt Prompt
Natural Natural Natural Natural
Good pals Good pals Good pals Good pals

Proud

S0-C59 Br ight Brights
Good mixers good mixers Good mixers Good mixers
Proud Proud Proud
Savvy Savvy savvy

Nhumrous Generous Generous

70-79 Strong Strong Strong strong
Brave Brave
Numeerous Humorous 'Nueorous
Studious Studious Studious Studious

Modest Savvy Bright

I am not-- 90-100 Easily upset- Easily upset Easily upset
Overpaid Overpaid Overpaid Overpaid

Submariners Gripers
are not

80-69 Gripers
Easily upset
Reckless

70-79 Heckless Shy Reckless Reckless
Dreamers Droawers

Gripers

30-39 Shy

I n- 20-29 shySh
Suuapriuors Dreamers Dreamers Dreaners

are mct

a m not-- 50-59 Rough Good mechanics Ladies men
Good mecham!os Cocky

S Ž.om.rinrfs Tough To'ugh
ann LoLokd up to

40-49 Good mechanioc
Leoked up to
luh * Tough
Fighters
LAdies nan

3>39 Gaod teachers Good teachers Good teachers Oo-d teachers
lCogh Rcugh Rough

ladies am

Fighters Ftghterc Fighten

Goý,d lo'•kl•
L*oked up to Looked up to Loked -A to t
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Inspection of the contents of Table 11 reveals relatively few

differences in the response pattern of each of the three groups and the

total successful submarine candidate group. Where there appear to be

differences, the ba sic data in Appendix B, Table 1, were re -examined

for det•xr-ilitation of precise differences. Items for which there are

sizable differences (arbitrarily defined as 15-30%) in the number of

respondents between the successful submarine candidate groupandeach

of the three disqualified grouns are set forth below in Table 12.

Table 12.- Submariner Stereotype items showing sizable percentage differences of
respondents (15-30 per cent) between the successful submarine candi-
date (SSC) group and each of the three disqualified groups: academical-
ly disqualified (AD), temperamentally disqualified (TD), and physically
disqualified (PD).

Response Larger Percentage in Successful Group Smaller Percentage in Successful Grou,
Type SSC vs AD SSC vs TD SSC vs PD SSC vs AD SSC vs TD SSC vs PD

I am-- Bright Fighters Fighters
Modest

Submariners Spenders
are

I am not-- Rough Cooky

Submariners
are not

I am not-- Spenders Cocky

Submariners 
Rough

are

It is noted from Table 12 that the unsuccessful groups are dif-

ferentiated from the successful group by relatively few items. It might

have been expected that of the three disqualified groups, the tempera-

mentally disqualified group would have been most different in response

pattern. Such is not the case, however. In fact, the physically dis-

qualified and the academically disqualified would appear to have a com-

mon set of items which distinguish them from the successful group,

namely, fighters, tough, cocky. However, the investigators can not

make any ready interpretation of these differences.



It remains to see whether any differentiation of disqualified

groups can be established on the basis of the items considered most

important. To this end, Table 13 has been derived from the data in

Appendix B, Tables 2 and 3.

Table 13.- Five items judged most important most often in both submariners and self-picture
by the successful submarine candidate group (SSC) and each of the three disquali-
fied groups.

Form 5We % AD TD x PD
11_99)(N=32) (Uw57) (N*42)

Submariners Reliable 74 Reliable 63 Reliable 66 Reliable 71
Alert 62 Alert 72 Alert 68 Alert 60
Clean 41 Clean 56 Clean 37 Clean 45
Hard workers 39 Hard workers 53 Hard workers 37 Good pals 36
Good pals 34 Good pals 31

Good mechanics 34 Prompt 43

Self Reliable 72 Reliable 84 Reliable 72 Reliable 71.
Clean 65 Clean 78 Clean 60 Clean 64
Hard worker 59 Hard worker 53 Hard worker 62 Hard worker 60
Alert 47 Alert 69 Alert 39 Alert 48
Prompt 32 Prompt 26 Prompt 48

Proud 28
Good mixer 26

Comparison of the arrays in Table 13 shows that, for the most

part, the disqualified groups consider the same items as important in

both submariners and themselves. When the apparent differences are

further examined in the data of Appendix D, Table 2, it is found that they

do not at all constitute sizable percentage differences.

Finally, the overall consistency scores as potentially differentiat-

ing the unsuccessful cases from the successful ones, mustbe examined.

The data in Table 14 below summarize the mean and standard deviation

of the successful submarine candidate group and those of each of the dis-

qualified groups. Inspection of the data in Table 14 reveals no signifi-
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Table 14. - Summary of means and standard deviations of
consistency scores on successful candidate
group and the unsuccessful groups

Groups Mean N S.D.

Submarine candidates 31.39 994 4,44

Academically disqualified 30.77 32 4.85

Temperamentally disqualified 30.56 57 4.61

Physically disqualified 31.78 42 4.33

cant differences between the groups since a difference between the means

as large as approximately 1.40 to 1.80 or more is required for statistical

significance at the .05 and .01 level, respectively.

It is evident, therefore, that all the crucial comparisons of the

analysis of the data thus far have not yielded any differentiating indices

of the Submariner Stereotype between the successful and the unsuccess-

ful groups. However, it would be well to point out that the utility of the

approach is not refuted; merely, the attempt to apply itwiththese parti-

cular items has not been found fruitful, using the criterion of graduation

from Submarine SchooL. Actually, the items are not tapping so much the

intellectual and motivational factors related to succe s s in academic work,

as they are, perhaps, tapping factors related to interpersonal behavior

of the on-board variety.
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3 SUMMARY EVALUATION:
An wexploratory stud was made, to investigate the application of

a measurement technique designed to aid in the differentiation of candi-

dates for Subtriarine School from other naval enlisted personnel, and al-

so, In thd•f'fr'ntiat n of sucessful s marne candidates from un-

successful ones.

More 'specifically, •the techniqUe involves the double administra-

tion of a set of descriptive words or phases; first,, in the frame -of

reference of submnaries and secondly in the frame of. reference of

the respondent's own self-picture. Also, in each administration, the

choice of five items deemed most important is requested.

"The present hypothesis underlying the approach is one which

utilizes the coincidence ,of aspects of the ,_respondent's own self-picture

with those of the respondent's own submariner stereotype. A secondary

hypothesis concerns the items chosen most important, namely, that

items accorded majdr, importance represent ,more-,critical areas of

As to the question of the power of the pre sent instrument to dif-

ferentiate candidates for Submarine School from other naval enlisted

per•sonnel, it is found that:

(1) Submarine School -candidates select a,-larger:number of items as
-descriptive of themselves and submariners than do receiving
statioh persohuel and recAuits;¾ .3

(2) Qualities reflected in the response pattern of naval groups appear
to be applicable to enlisted men's roles thri ightit the Na'vy-
rather than unique to the submarine service, namely, qualities
oif a good crew member and qualities of a good shipmate;

(3) The submarine candidate group seems to be more sharply dif-
ferentiable from the receiving station group than from the re-
cruilts on the basis of the number of items on which larger
percentage differences in respondents occurred;

(4) The naval enlisted personnel are not differentiable in terms of
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J-.!,what they consider -most imporfthnt-in submariners and-inthern-
selves; all three groups accord importance to the items, reli~abje
a e•it cl•an and hard workers, in sibrnirinnrs. and to" 'relable,'

-- clean, bard workers, alertt and-Ain ýthemselyes however,,

f eew•'9sa S;h te•ndency for suinhfirine candidates to empha size
soc1al factbrS Of the good shipmate, su2has, good pals and good
mixers, more than did either of the other navgo-ps; fure,
"" iiarine candidates were in greater agreemep.t on the items
considered most importnt in subrmariners; .

_(5)The submarine candidate group is differentiated from each of,
the other naval groups in the signifi~antly greater coincidence
'of 'aspects :of iheir self-picture with those -of't their. submariner-
stereotype. ,-

With regard to the differentiati6n of successful candidates from

various types of unsuccessful cases, these findings obtain:

(1) There are relatively few differences in the response patterns of
disqualified groups and successful cases; moreover, these
apparent differences are not readily interpretablk;

(2) The disqualified groups are not differentiable from the success-
ful group on the basis of the items considered most important
both in submariners and in themselves;

(3) There is no greater coincidence of aspects of the self-picture
with those of the submariner stereotype in -the successful cases
than in the unsuccessful caaes.

In view. of the foregoing summary of the findings, it is felt that

further experimentation with this measurement method is warranted.

On most phases of the analysis, the present 'instrument shows some

power to differentiate submarine candidates from other naval enlisted

personnel. Further, most of the items have acceptable reliability with-

in the limitations of the particulardesignemployed. The presentinstru-

ment's inability to elicit differential patterns of response among suc-

cessful submarine candidates using the criterion of graduation from

Submarine School, however, raises questions of the adequacy of the

present items and the adequacy of the criterion againstwhich validation

was attempted.



Its further use in the submarine service should include the

construction of a larger number of items from billet analysis data, from

underway evaluation of enlisted personnel, and from leads suggested by

the continuing research program of the Personnel PsychologyBranch of

the Medical Research Laboratory. Additional groups should be used for

the experimental work, such as successive classes attending the Sub-

marine School and personnel onboard submarines of the Fleet. Ultimate-
ly. a definitive answer regarding the worthwhileness of the method for

the submarine service is contingent upon having adequate criteria

against which to validate it, i.e., indices of adjustment.
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APPENDIX A

THE SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE
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Namee~- (ide

Service No. .Date:_ ________

DIRECTIONS: We would like to know whtat- you think YOU ARE or ARE NOT. Below are 1i3§,

descriptive. adjectives arnd phrases, . Indicate your answers in. the appropriate cclrr~n

using a LARGE .'"IX" <Y-our firzt im~pression is your best c'hoice. THINK FAST -RRA>Y

I1A NOT:'IIN4

1. Hard worker 21. Cockyr

2. - Clean,:22 Spender.

3. ___Strong 
2.Regulation

4. ___Ladies' Man 244 Drinkding man

5. Bright -- 2.Proud

6. Generous 2,Dreamer

7. Fond of liberty -, 2.Man's man

8. ___Shy ...... 2$. Gambler-

9. ___Brave 
2.Rough

10.1 Thrifty 3,Reckless-

11. Good teacher 3.Savvy

12. __Reli able ,32. Goo Id mechanic.

13. Humorous 33. Natu ,ral

14. Good mixer ___ 3.Ga a

15. - Fighter 35. Griper

16. Studious 36. Tough

1. ___Alert 37- Good loo king

18. -
3$. - Over paid

19. - Prompt 39.- Easily UPSet',

20. - il40t Looked up to

Go back over your choices, and CICU THE. WIED-3
OF FIVPE IT5YMX, that to you seem MOST VP4ORTANT'



Name . Rate-t

(last) (first) (middle)

Service No. Date:

DIRECTIONS: We would like to know what you think a submariner is or is not. You may
never have been on a submarine and never have known anyone who was; still, you must
have some ideas about the kind of men who are serving on them. Indicate your answers
in the appropriate column by using a LARGE "X". Your first impression is your best
choice. THINK FAST-WORK RAPIDLY

Submariners Submariners Submariners Submariners
ARE: ARE NOT: ARE: ARE NOT:

1. Looked up to 21. Silent

2. Easily upset 22. Prompt

3. Over paid 23. Modest

4. Good looking 24. Alert

5. Tough 25. Studious

6. Gripers 26. Fighters

7. Good pals 27. Good mixers

8. Natural 28. Humorous

Good mechanics 29. Reliable

i0. Savvy 30. Good teachers

11. Reckless 31. Thrifty

12. Rough 32. Brave

13. Gamblers 33- Shy

14. __ Men's men 34. Fond of liberty

15. Dreamers 35. Generous

16. Proud 36. Bright

17. Drinking men 37. Ladies' men

18. Regulation 38. Strong

19. Spenders 39. Clean

20. Cocky 40. Hard workers

Go back over your choices, and CIRCLE THE NIIBERS OF FIVE
ITFMS that to you seem MOST IMPORTANT.
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APPENDIX B

TABLE 1. THE DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE FOLLOWING THREE GROUPS
oOF ENLISTED NAVAL PERSONNEL FOR EACH MANNER
OF RESPONSE TO THE ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER
STEREOTYPE:

(1) SUBMARINER CANDIDATES (SC)................N-1125
(2) RECEIVING STATION PERSONNEL(RS) ...... N- 480
(3) RECRUITS (R) ............................. N- 500

TABLE 2. FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS WHO
CONSIDERED ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE
AS MOST IMPORTANT IN SUBMARINERS IN THE SUBMARINE
CANDIDATE, RECEIVING STATION AND RECRUIT GROUPS,
AND THE FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF THE RE-
SPONDENTS IN EACH GROUP WHO SHOWED CONSISTENT
TYPE RESPONSES

TABLE 3. FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF RESPONDENTS WHO
CONSIDERED ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE
AS MOST IMPORTANT IN THEMSELVES IN THE SUBMARINE
CANDIDATE, RECEIVING STATION AND RECRUIT GROUPS,
AND THE FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF THE RE-
SPONDENTS IN EACH GROUP WHO SHOWED CONSISTENT
TYPE RESPONSES

TABLE 4. FREQUENCIES AND PERCENTAGES OF SUBMARINE SCHOOL
CANDIDATES WHO CONSIDERED ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER
STEREOTYPE AS IMPORTANT IN BOTH SUBMARINERS AND
T•HENSELVES
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APPENDIXB.

Table 1-The Distribution of Three Groups of Enlisted Naval Person-
nel for each Manner of Response to the Items of the Sub-
mariner Stereotype.

i i - J Ii
.J 0 , .• - . .43 .43

Items 0 . /

Hard workers (SC) 95 8 01 " 03 00 00

(RS) 82 04 09 O0 - 00 .00
(_R) I _03 01 oo 0 01 0 _ _

Clean (SC) 95 0500 00 - - - 00
(RS) 92 07 - 00 00 - - - 00

R)j96 03 00 _00 00 - 00 - -

Strong(SC) 77 0 00 I14, 043 00 00 - 0
(RS) 54 07 00 24 14 - 0 00 00
CR) 69 07 02 18 03 - o00 - 00

Ladies' men (SC) 302 03 -- 42 22 0 1 00 00 00
(RS) 20 03 42 33 00 00 00 00
(R) 39 13 01 29 16 01 01 00 "-

Bright (SC) 81 01 01 16 02 00 O0 -T 0oo
(RS) 61 05 - 25 08 - 01 00 00
(R) 69 I 08 01 19 03 - 0 00 _

Generous (SC) 90 0 01 0 05 01- - 00 00
(RS) 77.10 lI0 05 - - 00 00
(R) 77 13 ,02105 02 - 01 - -

Nond of liberty (SC) 93 02 00 04 01 - - -- o00
(RS) 90 03 - 05 0)2 - o 00
S(R) 93 04 00 02 01 01

Shy (SC) 04 124 00 03 69 00 - - -
(RS) 106 30 0010 59 00 - - 00
(R) 04 120 01 _05 6701 00 0 00

Brave (SC) 73 010 O0.12402 00 - 00
(RS) 46 -01 00 39 11 - 00 00 00
' R) 70 011 00 16 01 00 00 00 -

Thrifty (SO) 46 17.1 01 16 19 00 o0 (.0 00
(RS) 35 23 100 -3 128 00 00 00

R) I48 24 102 110 14 01 00 -

Good teachers (SC) 60 02] 00 34. 02 00 00 0- 0
(RS) 39 10 I - , 30 20 00 - 00 -
(R) 43 14 01 03 09 01 01 - o00

Reliable (SC) 99 00 00 O. O I- -0 00 00
(RS) 93 -04 - '02 01ol- 0 1- 00
(R) 96 01 10 02 1 00 1-.. 0 0 - 00

Humorous (SC) 174 03 00118 0400 01 00 00
C(RS) 56 08j-I 21 14 00 00 0 or,

.(R) 170 09 011 15 04 00 00 ---
Good5mixers (SC) 88 0110009101.00 00 00 00

(RS) 69 08. 5- 07 - 01 - 00
(R).J 79 101 01 08 01 - 01 - '00

Fighters (S) 4 01 00143 '0 0 00 00
C(RS) 19 02 00 56 22 O- 00

'(RI 37 04 01 52 06 - 0 .01 00 -0

SC-Submarine Candidates '
RS-Receiving Station Personnel ., .,

R-Recruits



APPENDIX B-TABLE 1 (Contmiued

Items

(RS)~~ ~~ 46 I O 5 18 -- OlO
r= Er r= E C E~ E- 12

-R -3 .i2 01i ___ 07 01 0(R) 94 Z 0 0 0l -- V0 0 z
Studious (SC) 76 03 00116 30013000 - 00

(RS) 46 3 1 000 25 18 - 0 - 00
CR) 53 12 01- 26 07 0 I0 - -

Alert (SC) 99 00 00 01 01 01 -00(RS) 92 01 - 05 01 - 01-
(CR) 3 94 2 00 01011- 00 - 00

Modest (SC) 56115 01 11 16 00 0000
(RS) 9 30 00 09 21 2 -o 0000100

SRS)) 3 8 2 2 O0- 00

( R 46 26 01 1014 02 00 100100

(RS) 77 21 09 02 - O 0
88R) 8 05 00 6 01 00 00

Silent (SC) 45 15 01 14 24 TOO 00100 00
(RS) 126 33 - 13 27 - 0O 00 00
I R) 33 24 01118 23 01 0 0O0 00

Cocky (SC) 09 02 - 29 59 00 - 0 O0

IRS) 08 01 -- 47 44 01 0 -- O00

(R) 1 07 02 O0 - 34 54 10100 0 -
Spenders (C 32 16 00 21 I30100100 020 00

(RS) 50 07 -- 26 16 -- 00 02 -

(R) 23 18101 22 35 01000 00
Regulation (SC) 59 19 00 205 5 1 0 00 O0

(RS) 40 21 - 13 25 00 01 00 00
R) 57 03 102 24 08 01 01 - -O0

Drinking men (SC) 61 109 16 63 00 7 -1 00
(RS) 371 0 - 22 32 00 - - O00
(R) 09 11 00 24 53102 00 011 -

Proud (SC) 89 01 - 8I0' -00 - I-(RS) 821031- 0121 03- 0~0 -00
I R) 75 04 00 17 04 001 00

Dreamers (SC) 05 22 00 F021711001 00100
(RS) 16 291 071471O00~i 00100
C R) 04 22101104167101100 001-

(RS) 32-- 19 45 - 01 00Si P00
C R) 48112 01125 - 00 02 00100

Gamblers (SC) 112 1 6 65 00 - 00 I00
RS) 19 05-31 a44 01 01 -100

I R)105 06100123 64 01 - 011-
Rough (SC) 17 05 -32 I45T01 1000 0CRS) 06 05 -391491-100- 0

CR) 18 06100142132101100- 0
Reckless (SC) 07 109 00108 76100 - 0ol

CRS) 09111 -120 59100 -1-100 D
C R) 06 08 00 110 63101 - I01 00

Savvy)(67 03 00 20 08100101 00 00
Sy(RSC) 83a02 01 10 03100101 00 00

CR1 1 1 02 12 07 I01 I01 01 00
'Good mechanics (SC) I54101 00 41103 100 01 -00

(RS) 41 103 1- 47 09 I- 101 -- 00
CR) I48102100 431051-1011- -

SC-Submarine Candidates
RS-Receiving Station Personnel
R-Recruits
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APPENDIX B-TABLE 1 (Continued

Items &~ . 6- r.
Eo •Eu Eo E EI Et Ea C " 1 r

mu 4 ffi m o .o.• @0

Natural (SC) 94 03 00 02 01 - 00 -
CRS) 86 .09 - 04 01 - 00 - 00
(R) 84 12 00 03 01 00 O00

Good pals ASC 97 01 00 01 I01 -1001- 00
(RS) 88 04 00 06 01 - -- 00
(R) 92 05 0 O1 00 0- 00 00

Gies(SC) 04 08 - 03 83. I01 - 00OOLCO
(RS) 19 _110 54 --- - 00100
CR) 0608 00 1117102! 01100 01

Tough (SC) 30 02 00 47 21 00 00 IO 0I0
(RS) 10 02 45 42 _ - 00 00
CR) 26 06 _ 00 54 j12 j01 j01

Good looking . (SC)1301 00 26 301011- I- -
CRS) 112 15 - 16 56 00 00 00 00
CR) 32 17 02 26121 01101 00 00

Overpaid (SC) I0 02-051931000000100
(RS) 02 03 - 08 87 0 0 0-1 00 00
CR) 01 02 071881O1 00 0-0

Easily upset. (SC) 01 103 03 92 00 - 00 -

IRS) 05 24. 107 64 -I - 00 00
(R) 04 12 I00 10 72 01 00 00 00

Lookd u to(SC) -56 I01 - 140103 00 011- 100
(RS) 42 051- 41 11 -' 0 01 0
(R) 48 04 00 39 08 01 - -

SC-Submarine Candidates
RS-Receiving Station Personnel
R-Recruits
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APPENDIX Z

Table 2-Frequencies and Percentages of Respondents among the
Submarine Candidate, Receiving Station and Recruit Groups,
who Considered Items'of the Submariner Stereotype as Most
Important in Submariners, and the Frequencies and Percent-
ages of the Respondents in each Group who Showed Consist-
ent Type Responses.

(SC) (R) (RS)

Items V' 0
"- "-o�n0 - 013 62

F l 7 I IF f

Shy70 f 110 I 8f 7
Hard workers 441 40 15 98 1 445 1 39 1187 96 8174 36 163 I 94

Clea hrs 466 1 42 461 99 2183 37 1182 100 41 214 45 1 207 1 97
Strong 18 1 2 13 72 36 7 1 31 86 11 21 4 1 13 2 62

Good~es miers i~ 8 2913 6I 1 4j6 3 119 7 8

Ladhers n989-21 1172 126 21 2 9211 6 5 1 4 167
Br:ght 43 4 6 38 I88 9 31 2 6 5 2651 91124 32 7 15 24 1975
Generous 13 1 3 2 100 8 7 1 7 1 00 30 6 127 9 01 6
Fond of liberty 72 7-F-65l7 90 271 5 1 261 96 I 41 9 137 190

Shy 2 i I 2 8 1 8100 401 8I 291 73 223 1 3 1500
Brave 179 116i 61 9 1441 29 1 1 7 84 17 149 2 58
Thrifty 8 1 1 8 1 100 I 17 I 3 1 16 1 94 ] 14 .3 1111 79
Good teachers 69 6 50 1O 73 II 2 I 1 1 33 5 8 42 9 32 76
Reiabte 819 174 85 100 89 S 44 1 216 199 11 227 47 222 98
Humorous 60 5 g2 87n1 17 3 14 1 82 11 2 1 5 22 1 88
Good mixers 310 28 2981 96 71 9114 66 93 81 91 19 77 1 85
Feghters V 98 9 65 66 I1141 23 55 78 II 53 11 24 145
Staudous 114 98 1 86 II 32 I 6 21 66 I I 412 28 68
Alert 703 63 693 1 99 11I 286 157 1275 1 96 II245 151 1.-225 1 92

Modest 31 3 27 1 7 11 1 17 3 1 l 11 2 19 2 64Prompt 294 127 1287 1 98 11 138 128 1 31 95 101 2o 1 88 1 6
Silent 83 1 8 1 67 1 81 I1 35 7 1 9 83 II 22 5 s 6
'Cocky 14 111 1 6 4311 14 3 1 4 29 I 11 2 2 7 18
Spenders 8 12 1 25.1 63 11 3 111 811 33 fl 8 112 0 7 1 88
Regulation 94 19 84 1089 48 1 1 321 511 93 119 70 .75
Drinking men -11 1 1 6 1 55 11 14 1 3 1 9 1 64 11I 22 1 5 114 1 64

Proud 265 24 1259 1 98 11 91 118 1 78 1 86 11 119 1 5s 102 1 8
Dreamers 7 1 7 1100 1 4 1 1 3 1 75 3 1 11813 81109
Men's men 72 7 158 181 11 7 1 23 170 11 24 5 18 75

Gamblers 6o fq 4 r 67 I m9 -2 Sb3are 33 ae 12 am2 n 6 SO-
Rough 17 o2 t.10 19 11 13 N3 r 39 1 11 N2 r2 1
Reckless 13 1 1 12 1 92 11 10 2 1 5 011 13 1 7 54
Savvy 153114 1137 90 11 151 3I 14' DfTO11r74 115 158 7E

Good mechanics 278 1 25 1 89 68 1 162 1 32 1 84 1 52 11 161 34 1101 63
Natural1 78 1 71 78 1•00 1 26! 5! 241 92 11 53 •1 11 0 94ý
Good pals 378-F34 376 100 11107 1 21 1 106f 99 11 87 118 1 84 1 97
Gripers I 18 1 2 14 1 78 11 7 1 1 1 6 1 86 11 10 1 2 1 30

*Consistency between self-picture and submariner stereotype; figures represent sum-
mation of frequencies on response types: I am - Submariners are; I am not Sub-
mariners are not; and No response No response.



APPENDIX B-TABLE 2 (Continued)
(SC) (R) (RS)

items -

fF oFfF

______ I fo%~i fI%I flol f I %I f 10fF
Tough 24 2( 14' 58 s 53 111 25 47 H 30 6 11 37
Goodlooking 1 0 1( i100 6) 1i 2i 331 5si 3( 60
Over paid 40 4 39 98e 47, 9 4I5 96( 4o0 8 26j 65
Easily upset 47~ 4~ 44T 94f 21~ 4 15,1 71 1 33 17 1 21 1 64
Looked up to 1186 17 1271 681 83 171 48 1 58 11 97 1 20 157 59

* Consistency between self-picture and submariner stereotype; figures represent sum-
mation of frequencies on response types: I am - Submariners are; I am not - Sub-
mariners are not; and No response - No response.
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APPENDIX B

Table 3-Frequencies and Percentages of Respondents Among the Sub-
marine Candidate, Receiving Station and Recruit Groups,
who Considered items of the Submariner Stereotype as Most
Important in Themselves, and the Frequencies and Percent-
ages of the Respondents in each Group who Showed Consist-
ent Type Responses.

(SC) (R) (RS)

Items M ~ :

o ,, 0 0

f % f k I % 1ý2~o OfFL

Hard workers 1659 1531 647 1 99 11 331 1 66 132 II 279 1 58 263 94
Clean 17301 66 702 I 96TI 350 170 1 341 1 97 11 307 64 306 1 97
Strong 133 13 14 1 42 11 281 61 261 93 11 161 31 12 75
Ladies' men 17 2 113 77 I'1 211 4 18 86 1 10 12 0 1 100Pright 64 1 6 162t 91 1 56 1Z, T5 801140 1 8136 1 90
Generous 951 9 94 99 II 271 s5 24 8911 74 115 67 1 91
Fond of liberty 110 I1 1 106 96 I 89 J 18 83 93 II 57 112 54 95
Shy 4 0 1 0 0'11 2 0"01 21100 1 71 2 11 14
Brave I64 1 57 89 1 30 6 30 1o100 221 5 151 68
Thrifty 88 8 1 45 51 1 74 15 52 70 II 64 13 I38 1 59

Good teachers I59 5 I 55 1 93 31 31 6 22 71 64 13 50 1 78
Reliable 1 818 174 1814 1 100 11 315 63 310 98 11 308 641 2991 97

Humorous 1 631 61 581 9211 37 7 331 8911 34 71 271 79
Good mixers 1322 29 1 309 1 96 11 120 24 107 89 1 110 231 871 79
Fighters 22 2 1 20 1 91 11 17 i;3 11 65 11 9 2 1 8 89
Studious 150 14 1 139 1 93 11 48 10 37 77 11 62 13 43 69

Alert 529 1 48 1 524 I ,99 11 207 41 202 98 1I 156 ;32 152 1 97
Modest 441 4 *32 1 I 12 2 71 58 11 43 9 22 [ 51
Prompt 360 132 352 1 98 130 26 119 92 II 124 26 107 86
Silent 57 5 441 77 II 14 3 8 1 5711 25 5 114 56
Cocky 161 11 91 5611 6 1 3 15011 411 1 25
Soenders 1 14 11 81 57 11 8 2 21 2511 7 1 3 43

Regulation 1140 13 1 120 I 86 11 64 13 1 54 84 11 81 171 57 70
Drinkingmen 1 581 51 321 55l1 40 8a1 251 63311 41 9 261 63
Proud 1167 151165 1 99 11 60 121 521 87 11 70 15 661 94
Dreamers 1 -6 1 I 3 50 II 6 1 1 3 1 50 11 13 3 2 1 15
Men's men 1 31 13 30 9711 39 81 32 82 11 10 2 9 90
Gamblers 36 3 1 17 47 11 12 2 6 1 50 11 13 3 9 69
Rough i 6 1 4 67 11 4 11 21 50oI 1 0 11100
Reckless I17 2 14 82 1I 1 1 1 3 60 11 6 1 1 4 1 67
Savvy I971 9 89 92 II 26 5 221 85 II 18 4 I 14 1 78
Good mechanics i160 14 11461 91 1! 60 1121 551 92 11 61 1113 54 89
Natural 1148 13 1 146 199 11 60 1.12 1 49 I 82 I1 72 I 15 I 65 90
Good pals 1226 20 1 225 1 100 11 70 1 14 1 68 1 97 11 68 1 14 65 96
Gripers I 1 I 91 82 11 4 11 3 1 75 j 11 21 7 64

* Consistency between self-picture and submariner stereotype; figures represent sum-
mation of frequencies on response types: I am - Submariners are; I am not - Sub-
mariners are not; and No response - No response.
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APPENDIX B-TABLE- 3 (Continued)

(SC) CR) (RS)

-tl W Cc, *a * c- 4

CL 0 CC W

_____ I IofFlI F 1% f oFli F of fF

Tough 4) 0 3 75 i 2 0 1 50 1) 0 1 1 100
Good looking 10 1) 7 1 70H 6 11 11 1511 2 0 f0 0

Overpaid 35) 3) 35 o10011 141 3 12) 861 21 4 27 1 81
liasi|y upset ) 47) 4) 46) 98 N 6) 1) 3 50ff 19) 4) 9) 47,
Lookedupto ) 36) 3 1 32) 89 )) 26 1 5 ) 19 ) 73 1 43 I 9 1 35) 811

* Consistency between sell-picture and submariner stereotype; figures represent sum-
mation of frequencies on response types: I am - Submariners are; I am not- Sub-
marners are not; and No response - No response.
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APPENDIX B

Table 4-Frequencies and Percentages of Submarine School Candi-
dates who Considered Items of the Submarine Stereotype as
Important in Both Submariners and Themselves.

% %I _ I
Items F of total Items I F Jof total I
Hard worker(s) 1 306 29 Cocky - I - I
Clean 1 383 37 Spender(s) 21 0
Strong I 3 0 Regulation 44 4 1
Ladies' men 1 6 1 Drinking men 4 0
Bright I 16 2 Proud 85 a
Generous 5 0 Dreamer(s) --

Fond of liberty 1 34 3 Men's men j 11 1
Brave 1 31 3 1 Gambler(s) 2 1 0
Thrifty 1 2 1 0 1 Rough 1 2 1 0
Shy 5 - -- I Reckless* I 0 01
Good teacher(s) I 24 1 .2 1 Savvy 0 5 s
Reliable 666 1 64 1 Good mechanic(s) I 96 9
Humorous 12 1 -Natural - 30 l 3
Good mixer(s) 1 157 15 1 Good pal(s) I 110 j 11
Fighters 4 , 0 Griper(s) I --_ _ -

Studious ; -46 4 1 ToughI I -

Alert 1 406 1 39 1 Goodlooking ! - I - I
Modest 9 1 Overpaid* 1 15 1 I
Prbmpt 149 1 14 Easily upset*. 1 6 I 2
STle-nt 16 I 2 Looked up to 1 ;8 2

*Items responded to largely as I am not - submariners are not, whereas the remain-

ing items are largely I am--submariners are
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APPENDIX C

TABLE 1. TOTAL NUMBER OF CHANGES PER ITEM ON THE
SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE AND THE FREQUENCIES
AND PERCENTAGES OF THESE CHANGES WHICH ARE
CHANGES IN SELF-PICTURE, SUBMARINER PICTURE
AND BOTH

TABLE 2. RELATIVE STABILITY OF ITEMS CONSIDERED MOST
IMPORTANT IN SELF-PICTURE AND SUBMARINER
PICTURE OF THE ITEMS ON THE SUBMARINER STEREO-
TYPE BY 109 SUBMARINE CANDIDATES
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APPENDIX C
Table 1-Total Number of Changes Per Item on the Submariner Ster-

eotype and the Frequencies and Percentages of These Chan-
ges Which are Changes in Self-Picture, Submariner Picture
and Both.

Item 0"''

I'ss M M .5

f _ II f I II J f % __I

Hard worker(s) 4 36* 6 54" 1 9 iii
Clean 0 0 I 17 94 I 1 6 IS
Strong 22 55 I 12 30- II 6 15 1140
Ladies' man 14 32-* II 24 55** I 6 14 I 44
Bright 18 72 I 4 16 . 3 12 25

'Generous 4 31*' 7 54* I 2 15 11 13
Fond of liberty 8 47*.* 5 29... .4 24 11 17
Shy 18 56* I 9 28"* 5 15 16 I32

Brave 24 65* II5i 14" II 8 22 37
Thrifty 122J 48-- II 1 33' II 9 120 11 46
Good teacher(s) 27 82* I 93*4 II 3 1 II 33
Reliable 2 100" fl 0 0 0 o 0 II 2
Humorous 2 T61* 6 26" 3 13 11 23

Gcod mixer(s) 14 80° I 2 13* 1 7 I 15
Fighter(s) 12 29*H* 32 63 I 4 8 I 51
Studious 15 I 60- Il 5I17" II 7 23 30

Alert 3 60* 1 1 20o* 1 20 II 5
Modest 13 3* 1 13 35* II11 130 1 37
Prompt 4 5O*0 11 2 52** 11 2 1 25 II 8
Silent 20' 40" [1 24 48 1h 6 1 12 11 50

Cocky 6 '618- 1l 20 159*- 11 6- I24 34
Sperder(s) 16 28- 11 27 47* l 14 25 I 57
Reguiatiion 6 "5** 11 22 54* I1 13 I 32 fl 41
Drinking man 20" 2 5 .9.. 10 I 22 Fi 46
Proud 14 1 52- 1 7 20 1 6 2211 27
Dreamer(s) 121 48* II 15 34" II8 18 44
Man's man 191 33* 1122 38* 117 29 1 58
Gambler(s) 4 13* 119 61*** 1 8 26I 31
Rough 8 21[ * l 25 64** !l 6 15 I 39

Reckless 10 32* 13 42* II 81 261 31
Savvy 21 66* II, 3 9*4 fI 8 25 II 32
Gocd mechanic(s) 17 71** I 7 29* I 0 0 II 24

Natu:ral 4 3** II 8 67"* 0 0 o 12
Good pal(s) 2 f5O" II 1T 25* I 11 2511 4
Griper(s) 8 I 44** 3 3 17* * 7 39 H 18
Tough 14t 34*" 1123 56* II 4 101 41
Good looking 14 1 27** II 30 58- 8 15 52
Overpaid 4 36* 4 36* II 3 27 111
Easily upset 10 1 59* I 4 24* I 3 18 II 17
Looked up to 28j 74* 5 13" 5 13 II 38

*Changes predominantly of the type I am -- I am not or Submariners are -- Submar-
miners are not."**Changes predominantly of the type I am not -- I am or Submariners are not -- Sub-
mariners are.

***Equal number of changes in both types
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APPENDIX C

TABLE 2-Relative Stability of Items Considered Most Important an
Submariner Stereotype by 109 Submarine Candidates

Self-Picture Submariner Picture

Item E a
c -

(aE LE

_ _F % f % fofof F F %__ f ISoF
Hlard worker(s) 165 60 45 69 146 f42 26 1 61
Clean '70 64 46 66 44 40 19 1 43
Strong 2 2 f 1 50 ff 2 f 2 f 0 1 0
Ladies' men 0. 0 0 O oJ 0

Generous f 7 f 6 2 29 2 2 0 1 0
Fond of liberty 3 ' I 1 if 33 5I 5 3 1 60
Shy 2j 2 0 0 f of of o 10
Brave 7 1 6 13 43 1115114 1 6f140
Thrifty 9 1 8 1 3 _ _ 33 1f 0 0 1 0 1 0

Good teacher(s) 4 4f 1 25 11 8 7 4 1 50
Reliable f76 70 1 61f 84 f77 59 1 70
Humorous f4 4 10 01191612T1-22
Good mixer(s) 27 f 25 1 13 48 11 35 is
Fighter(s) 2 2 2 1 0 f0 f 4A 4 1 25

Studious 1_14 113-1 2f 14f 13f12j if1s
Alert 1 43 39 1 30 70 I f 70 64 42 1 60
Modest 5 5 11 20 f 2 1 2 0 1 0
'Prompt 28 26 1 14 50 f 35 1 32 113 37
Silent 4 4 1 0 0 ff 61 6 1 i 17
Cocky 01 of of of f o0 0 0 o 0
Spender(s) I If I f O f f 0 o o o

Regulation 7 I 6 3 1 43 I 5 5 2 40
Drinking men 6 6 1 1 17 f 0 0 0 of 0

Proud 16 1 f5 8 50f 28I 1 26 13 f 46
Sreamer(s) 2 2 1 I 50 I o o o 0 1
Men's men 0 ! o .I o o f 5f I 1 1120
Gambler(s) f 2 f of off of of o
Rough f of 1ooF of o 0 1 o0 o
Reckless 2 2 1 1 1 50 If 1 0 0
Savvy 6 6 1 2 1 33 10 9 14 40
Good mechanics) 1 If 1o 6 1 55 If6 1 24 16 162
Natural f 9f 812 1221131.-3 1133
Good palls) 1 18 171 7 1-3- 38 35i fI- 5 -3
Griper(s) 1 3 1 3 1 0 f If 3 - 0 o 0
Tough f0 f 0o 0 o0 of 0 of o
Good looking ! o o I o II f I 0 o o
Easilyupset 13 1 2115 fIS 13 12 1 8
Overpa•d f f I oI of II 1 0 0
Looked upto 5 5 o0I off 9 81 4144



APPENDIX D

TABLE 1. THE DISTRIBUTIONS OF THE FOLLOWING FOUR GROUPS
OF SUBMARINE CANDIDATES FOR EACH MANNER OF RE-
SPONSE TO THE ITEMS OF THE SUBMARINER STEREO
TYPE:

(1) SUCCESSFUL SUBMARINE SCHOOL CANDIDATES(SSC)N- 994

(2) ACADEMICALLY DISQUALIFIED (AkD)..................... N-32
3) TEMPERAMENTALLY DISQUALIFIED (TD) .............. N-57

(4) PHYSICALLY DISQUALIFIED (PD) ........ ............ N-42

TABLE 2. PERCENTAGES OF SUCCESSFUL AND UNSUCCESSFUL SUB-
MARINE SCHOOL CANDIDATES WHO CONSIDERED ITEMS
OF THE SUBMARINER STEREOTYPE AS MOST IMPORTANT
IN THEMSELVES AND IN SUBMARINERS
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APPENDIX D

Table 1--The Distributions of Successful Submarine School Candidates
(SSC) and the Academically Disqualified (AD), the Temper-

"mentally Disqualified (TD), and the Physically Disqualified
(PD) Groups.

Si i• i Io -

Items -- -- 0 .-

0 -PD) 00 .... .C-00
E~ E E r= 0k E 1 E- 12

Ha;-d workers (TO) 93 02 - 0
(P D) 100 - - - j - - - -

(AD) 94 - 06 - - - --
(SSC) 95 01 00 03 00 00 - - --

Clean (TD) 97 03 . . . . - - -
(PD) 00 - - - --
(AD) 97 03 - --

(SSC) 95 05 00 00 - - - 00
Strong (TOD) 70 03 - 23 04 - - - -

(PD) 71 05 02 21 - - - -
(AD) 78 03 - 19 - - - - -

(SSG) 77 05 00 14 03 00 00 - 00
L•,dte'srnan (TD) 37 02 -- 37 I23 02 --- I- --

(PD) 31 - 50 14 02 - 02 -
(AD) 44 06 28 22 - - -

(SSG) 32 03 00 42 23 - 00 - 00
rght (TD) 65 02 02 17 - 07 - - - -(T D ) 76 0 2 0 2 517 02 - 0 - 0

(AD) *84 - - 16 - - -
(SSC) 82 01 00 15 02 00 00 O0

Generous (TD) 82 05 - 07 04 02
(PD) 81 07 05 07 - -
(AD) 100 - - - -

(SSC) 91 03 01 05 00 00
Fond of liberty (TD) 95 02 - 04 - - - -

(PD) 90 02 02 05 - -
(AD) 94 -- - 06 -

(SSC) 93 00 00 03 02 00
Shy (TD) - 32 68 - 61

(PD) 02 24 69 02 --
(AD) 03 16 - 06 75 --- -

(SSC) 04 24 00 03 68 00 -

Brave ~ (TO) 631- 02 33 04 - - -

(PD) 69 -- 02 26 - 02 - --
(AD) 72 j - - 25 - 03 -

(SSC) 74 J 01 00 23 02 - 00 00

Thrifty (TO) 46 12 - 21 21
(PD) 45 17 - 24 12 02
(AD) 59 09 13 19

(SSC) 46 17 01 16 20 00 00 0 100

Good teachers (TD) 49 05 - 39 07 - - - -
(PD) 55 02 02 38 02 . - -
(AD) 59 06 - 34 -

(SSC) 61 02 00 33 02 00 00 - 0

SC-Submarine Candidates
RS-Receiving Station Personnel

R-Recruits



APPENDIX D-TABLE 1 (Continued)

Items ~~'

E- EY I! 4 E 1 0 o' V~c

Reliable (TD) 98 -- 02 . . . . -
(PD) 100 . . . . . .
(AD) 100 -. . . . -

(SSC) 99 00 00 00 00 1 00 O0
Humorous (TO) 70 02 - 16 09 02 02 - -

(PD) 71 - 02 21 05 .- -.
(AD) 87 - - 06 03 03 - -

(SSC 74 03 00 18 04 00 01 00 00
Good mixers (TD) 86 - - 11 02 -- 02 --

(PD) 86 - 02 07 02 02 - --
(AD) 81 06 - 13 - I --

(SSC) 89 01 00 09 01 00 00 00 00

Fighters (TD) 51 - - 37 11 02 - -
(PD) 60 02 36 02 - -.
(AD) 59 - - 37 03 .- -

(SSC) 43 01 00 44 11 00 00 00 00
Studious (TD) 72 04 - 25 - - -- -

(PD) 74 - - 26 - . . .-
(AD) 75 - - 25 -- -

(SS) 77 03 00 15 04 00 00 -1 00
Alert (TD) 95 - - 05 - - --

(PD) 98 - - 02 - . ..
(AD) 100 - - - . .-

(SSC) 99 00 00 01 - -0 • --

Modest (TD) 5609 -16 .18 02 - -K

(PD) 60 14 02 14 .10 - - -
(AD) 72 06 - 06 16 - - -I-

(SSC) 55 16 00 11 16 - 00 00 O0

Prompt (T) 9 - - -

(PD) 98 - - 02 -- - - -
(AD) 97 03 - -. . .

(SSC) 95 02 00 03 01 00 - -

Silent (TO) 37 16 - 21 26 -

(PD) 43 19 02 14 21 . . . .
(AD) 37 13 - 22 28 - - -

(SSC) 46 15 00 13 24 00 00 00

Cocky (TD) 14 04 - 32 51 - -- -
(PD) 07 - - 52 31 -
(AD) 16 03 -- 19 62 . . . .

(SSC) 09 02 00 28 60 00 0 - -

Spenders (TD) 46 14 - 18 23 -
(PD) 31 21 02 17 29 -
(AD) 37 28 - 03 31 -. . .

(SSC) 31 16 00 22 31 00 00 00 00
Regulation (TD) 65 11 - 14 11 - - - -

(PD) 64 19 02 10 05 - - - -
(AD) 67 13 - 03 09 - 06 - -

(SSC) 58 19 00 05 18 00 00 00 00
Drinking men (TD) 12 12 - 18 58 - - - -

(PD) 12 14 - 12 60 02 - - -

(AD) 09 09 - 16 66 - -- -
(SSC) 11 08 00 16 63 00 00

SC-Submarine Candidates
RS-Receiving Station Personnel

R-Recruits
I



APPENDIX D-TABLE 1 (Continued)

*Items I" I •

0 W, Id 0

Proud (TD) 89 02 -1 07 . . . . .
(PD) 90 - - 07 02 -. . .

(AD) 84 - - 13 03 -. . .
(SSC) 89 01 00 08 01 -0 0 --

Dreamers (TD) 09 26 - 02 63 . . . .
(PD) 02 26 - 02 69 . . . .

(AD) 13 06 - 03 78 - -

(SSC) 05 22 00 02 70 00 -- 00 _

Men's men (TD) 54 - - 19 25 . . . .
(PD) 55 07 02 21 12 -- - - -

(AD) 53 -- - 28 16 -I - -

(SSC) 59 0310022 15 O0 o 00 -

Gamblers (TD) 12 04 - 16 65 -. . . .
(PD) 12 07 - 14 67 1 . . . .
(AD) 13 13 - 09 66 . . . .

S(SSC) 11 06 00 18 65 00 - 0 -
Rough (TD) 21 07 5- 37135 . . . .

(PD) 19 - - 33 45 02 -

(AD) 16 03 - 53 28 -- -

(SSC) 18 05 00 31 46 01 I 00 0 -

Reckless (TD) 12 11 - 04 74 -- -

(PD) 07 17 - 05 71(AD) 09 03 - 03 84

(SSC) 06 09 00 08 76 00
Sawy (TD) 75 05 02 14 04 -

(PD) 88 7- - 07 05 --

(AD) 84 u3 03 13 - --
(SSC) 83 02 01 10 03 00 01 00-

Good mechanics (TD) 47 - - 53 - -. . I --

(PD) 52 - -. 43 02 02
(AD) 44 03 -- 50 031- -.

(SSC) 55 02 00 39 03 00 01 00 -

Natural (TD) 95 1 02 1 02 02 - . .-

(PD) 90 02 1- 02 02 - 02 - -

(AD) 94 03 - 03 -.- -.

(SSC) 94 03 00 02 01 - 00 -- -

Good pals (TD) 95021-02 02 - -

(PD) 95 - - 02 02 - -. . -

(AD) 94 - - 03 03 - -. .

(SSC) 97 00 00 01 01 0- 0 001-

Gripers (TD) 02 16 -1 09 73 -
(PD) - 05 - -- 93 02 - z -
(AD) 03 06 - 03 87 I

(SSC) 05 08 - 03 83 00 0- 00-

Tough (TD) 37 - - 46 18 - - -- __ -

(PD) 27 - - 52 17 02 - z
(AD) 31 09 -- 50 09 . . .

(SSC) 29 02 00 46 21 00 00 001-
Good looking (TD) 19 19 - 28 32 -- -- 02 1-

(PD) 31 05 02 33 26 02 .
(AD) 34 19 1- 22 251 -. -

(SSc) 30 112 100 26 30 01 00 00 -

SC-Submarine Candidates
RS-Receiving Station Personnel
R-Recruits
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APPENDIX D-TABLE 1 (Contlued)

Items

~rE E r E E~

Z,, - Z fLn V z.U .z Ln zi Wz z

Overpaid (TD) - - 02 98 -. . . .
(PD) - 02 - - 98 - - -
(AD) 03 - 06 91 - -

{SSC) 01 02 - 05 93 00 00 00

Ealy -upset- (TD) 02 04 - 02 93 - -
(PD) 02 02 - - 95 -
(AD) 03 06 - 03 87 -

(SSC) 01 03 - 03 92 00 -

Looked up to (TD) 61 00 00 37 02 - - - -
(PD) 50 -- 50 - -- -
(AD) 56 - - 37 - 03 03 -

(SSC) 56 01 00 40 03 01 00

SC--Subyn-rim3 Candidates
RF--Reeivg Station Perzonnel

R-Ren~uit•



APPENDEX D

Table 2-Percentages of Successful and Unsuccessful Submarine
School Candidates who Considered Items of the Submariner
Stereotype as Most Important in Themselves and in Sub-
mariners.

Sucessful Academically Temperamentally Physically
Item Submarine Disqualified Disqualified Disqualified

Selves Sub'ers Selves Sub'ers Selves Sub'ers Selves Sub'ers

Hard worker(s) 59 39 53 1 53 62 37 1 60 33
Clean 65 41 78 56 61 39 64 45

Strong 3 2 6 --- 2 - 5 2
Ladies' men 2 2 - I.- 2 2 2 2
Bright 6 4 6 6 - 2 7 -
Generous 8 1 3 3 9 -- 12 --
Fond of liberty 1 9 6 3 3 18 11 12 5
Shy 0 3 3 4 4 -- -- -

Brave 6 16 .6 25 11 14 2 14
Thrifty 8 1 6 - 1 91 - 5 -

Good teacher(s) 5 6 13 3 5 9 - 10
Reliable 72 74 84 63 74 68 731 71
Humorous 5 6 9 3 5 4 -1T 1 5
Good mixer(s) 29 28 22 25 28 19 211 24
Fighter(s) 2 8 - 13 4 12 24

Stud:cus 14 10 6 9 9 12 7 7
Aeýt 47 162169 72 39 68 4 60
Modest 4 1 3 .. .. .. 2 2 2
Prompt 32 25 22 1 19 26 30 48 43
Silent 5 7 6 9 5 9 7 5
Cocky 1 1 3 2 2 -

.Sprnder(s) 1 1 ... . . . . ..
Regu!ation 112 1 8 13 9 21 14 19 12
Drinking men 5 1 I 3 3 7 - I -- 2
Protd 14 24 1 28 1 -19 1 14 23 1 7 26
Dreamer(s) 0 o0 "-..... .- 2 2 2 2
Men's men 3 6.1 6 .13 2 4 1- I0
Gambler(s) 3 1 S I- 5 - 5I -
Rough 0 2 1-- I-i 2 2 -- I-
Reckless 2 1 --- -- 4 2 -

Savy 9 14 3 13 11 18 2 7
Good•mechanic(s) 1 14 24 I 6 16 23 34 14 1 26
Natural ___ 13 7 1 13 6 21 5 7 1 2

Good pal(s) 21 34 1 T1 19 3 17-3 32 H2 1 36
Gripcr(s) 1 1 - 4 1 -- I -
Tough 6 2 1--- - 122 4 2 -
Good lookiing 1 0 - - 2 -- -- I -
Overpaid 3 .4 3 3 - I -- 4 5 1 5
Easily upset 4 4 3 1 .3 I 7 4 7 1 5
Looked up to 3 16 6 1 19 -- 19 2 1 14


